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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion is respectfully requested. 

Claims 28-31, 36, and 37 are pending in the present application. Claims 28-31, 36, 
and 37 are amended and Claims 32-35 are canceled without prejudice by the present 
amendment. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 28 and 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as anticipated by Sugano et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,198,888, herein "Sugano"); Claims 
29 and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano in view of Ito 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,104,083); Claim 30 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over Sugano in view of Walter (U.S. Patent No. 4,770,640); Claim 31 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano , Ito , and Walter ; Claim 34 was rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano in view of Hosomi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,825,081, herein " Hosomi "); Claim 35 was rejected imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Sugano , Ito , and Hosomi ; Claim 36 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as unpatentable over Sugano in view of Lamson et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,233,220, herein 
"Lamson"); and Claim 37 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Sugano , Ito, and Lamson . 

Claims 28 and 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Sugano . 
That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Independent Claim 28 is amended to replace the term "memory device" with the term 
"apparatus," the term "semiconductor element" with the term "semiconductor device," and to 
recite "a tip portion of said at least the single dummy lead wire extending over the 
semiconductor device." The claim amendments find support for example in Claim 34, which 
is now cancelled, and in Figure 2A. No new matter is believed to be added. 



6 

Copied from 09704902 on 09/13/2004 



Application No. 09/740,902 

Reply to Office Action of April 26, 2004 

Briefly recapitulating, independent Claim 28 is directed to a semiconductor apparatus 
including a semiconductor device, a plurality of lead wires, at least a single dummy lead wire, 
an insulating film, and a resin molding. The plurality of lead wires are cormected to a 
plurality of connecting electrodes formed on the semiconductor device, the at least a single 
dummy lead wire is not electrically connected to the semiconductor device, and a tip portion 
of the at least a single dummy lead wire extends over the semiconductor device. The 
insulating film has an opening portion configured to accommodate the semiconductor device 
and to support the plurality of lead wires and the at least a single dummy lead wire. The 
opening portion has a plurality of sides that define a perimeter of the opening portion. The 
resin molding is configured to cover (i) a connection portion between tip portions of the 
plurality of lead wires and the plurality of cormecting electrodes and (ii) the tip portion of the 
at least a single dummy lead wire within the opening portion of the insulating film. The at 
least a single dummy lead wire is arranged in a space defined by two adjacent lead wires of 
the plurality of lead wires so that a length of that space is at least twice a minimum pitch 
between adjacent lead wires of the plurality of lead wires, and the two adjacent lead wires are 
provided on one side of the plurality of sides of the insulating film to define the space on the 
one side of the insulating film. 

In a non-limiting example. Figure 2 A shows the semiconductor device 1 1, the 
insulating film 12 having an opening portion, the plurality of lead wires 13, and the at least a 
single dummy lead wire 13' that extends over the semiconductor device 11. 

The semiconductor apparatus of Claim 28 advantageously prevents a cracking of the 
resin molding because the at least a single dummy lead wire is arranged in a space defined by 
two adjacent lead wires and the tip portion of the dummy lead wire extends over the 
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semiconductor device such that a bonding strength between the semiconductor device and the 
resin molding is increased. ' 

Turning to the applied art, Sugano shows in Figure 6 a semiconductor device having a 
semiconductor chip la and a dummy lead wire 4a. However, the dummy lead wire 4a in 
Sugano does not extend over the semiconductor chip la as recited in Eimended Claim 28. 
Further, Sugano shows in Figure 1 6 a semiconductor device having a dummy lead 48d. 
However, the dummy lead 48d also does not extend over the semiconductor chip Id. 
Similarly, Sugano shows in Figure 18a semiconductor device having a dummy lead 69c that 
does not extend over the semiconductor chip 49c. Thus, Sugano does not teach or suggest the 
features of Claim 28. 

Because amended Claim 28 recites features of Claim 34, which was rejected over 
Hosomi , Hosomi is discussed next'. The outstanding Office Action asserts at page 8, lines 4- 
6, that Hosomi shows in Figure 11 a tip portion of at least a single dummy wire 70 extending 
over a semiconductor element 58. The outstanding Office Action further asserts at page 8, 
lines 6-8, that "it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art ... to modify 
Sugano et al. by using the tip portion of the at least a single dummy wire extending over the 
semiconductor element as taught by Hosomi et al." 

Applicant respectfully submits that Hosomi shows in Figure 1 1 a dummy lead 70 
formed outside comer leads 68 to prevent a deformation of the comer leads. ^ Hosomi 
specifically discloses that "inner leads 10 (hereinafter, referred to as the corner leads 10a) 
closest to the comers of the device hole 4 are most liable to be deformed," and the comer 
leads 10a tend to bend toward the closest marks 12.^ Thus, the stmcture of Hosomi is 



' Specification, page 4, lines 13-18. 
^ Hosomi . Abstract, lines 1-3. 
^ Id, column 2, lines 10-15. 
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designed to overcome the disadvantages related to the comer leads.'' Hosomi accomplishes 
this objective "by providing a tape carrier ... wherein dummy wiring members projecting into 
the opening are provided outside the ones of the wiring members closest to the comers of the 
opening at each side of the opening," as disclosed at column 2, line 63, to colunm 3, line 3. 
In summary, Hosomi specifically teaches providing a dummy lead outside the comer leads to 
prevent a deformation of the comer leads. 

Therefore, if one of ordinary skill in the art would combine the teachings of Hosomi 
with the teachings of Sugano , the resultant structure would have the dummy lead only outside 
the comer leads, which is contrary to the featvires of Claim 28. 

Furthermore, neither Sugano nor Hosomi teaches or suggests increasing a bonding 
strength between a semiconductor device and a resin molding so that a cracking of the resin 
molding is prevented. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent Claim 28 and each of the 
claims depending therefrom patentably distinguish over Sugano and Hosomi , either alone or 
in combination. 

Claims 29 and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Sugano and Ito. That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Independent Claim 29 has been amended similar to independent Claim 28 and the 
claim amendments find support in Claim 35, which is now cancelled. Independent Claim 29 
recites similar features as independent Claim 28 except that Claim 29 recites at least a pair of 
dummy lead wires placed opposite to each other instead of at least a single dummy lead wire. 
Further, Claim 29 recites that tip portions of the at least the pair of dummy lead wires extend 
over the semiconductor device. 



" Id, column 2, lines 7-8. 
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The outstanding Office Action relies on Ito for teaching a pair of dummy wires placed 
opposite to each other. However, Ito does not cure the deficiencies of Sugano discussed 
above. Further, Hosomi also does not cure the deficiencies of Sugano and Ito. 



Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent Claim 29 and each of the 
claims depending therefrom patentably distinguish over Sugano , Ito, and Hosomi , either 
alone or in combination. 

Claim 30 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano in view 
of Walter . That rejection is respectfiiUy traversed. 

The outstanding Office Action relies on Walter for teaching a thickness of a 
semiconductor chip. However, Walter does not cure the deficiencies of Sugano . In addition. 
Claim 30 depends on Claim 28, which is believed to be allowable as noted above. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted dependent Claim 30 is also allowable. 

Claim 31 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano, Ito, and 
Walter . That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

None of Sugano , Ito , and Walter teaches or suggests the features of Claim 29. In 
addition. Claim 3 1 depends on Claim 29, which is believed to be allowable as noted above. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted dependent Claim 3 1 is also allowable. 

Claim 34 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano in view 
of Hosomi . That rejection is moot because Claim 34 has been canceled. 

Claim 35 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano . Ito, and 
Hosomi . That rejection is moot because Claim 34 has been canceled. 

Claim 36 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano in view 
of Lamson . That rejection is respectfially traversed. 

The outstanding Office Action relies on Lamson for teaching dummy wires connected 
to each other. However, Lamson does not teach or suggest dummy wires of a pair of dummy 
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wires provided on opposite sides of an opening portion and each of the dummy wires of the 
pair of dummy wires being arranged in corresponding first and second spaces defined by first 
and second two adjacent lead wires. Thus, Lamson does not cure the deficiencies of Sugano . 
In addition. Claim 36 depends fi-om Claim 28, which is believed to be allowable as noted 
above. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted dependent Claim 36 is also allowable. 

Claim 37 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sugano . Ito. and 
Lamson . That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

None of Sugano , Ito, and Lamson teaches or suggests the features of independent 
Claim 29. In addition, Claim 37 depends fi-om independent Claim 29, which is believed to be 
allowable as noted above. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted dependent Claim 37 is 
also allowable. 

Consequently, in light of the above discussion and in view of the present amendment, 
the present application is believed to be in condition for allowance and an early and favorable 
action to that effect is respectfully requested. 
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